and Michael Mulkay. 19 If Mikhail Bakhtin talks about humour as an alternative to the official culture, so having a subversive function, Michael Mulkay believes that humour helps maintain the existing social structure, so having a conservative role.
20
The first comedy film ever made is considered to be The Sprinkler Sprinkled, 21 produced and directed by the Lumière brothers, Louis and Auguste, in 1895. Since then comedy films have grown in number and popularity. Humour has also been and continues to be used not only in comedy films, but also in other cinematic genres such as horror films,
Western films, and dramatic movies; therefore film comedy can be considered both a genre and a mode. The first studies dedicated to film comedy date back to the 1970s, but only since the 1990s have these studies begun to multiply and diversify. This relative delay in film comedy studies can be attributed to the bias that has been associated with film comedy ever since its advent, according to which this genre is not serious enough to merit an in-depth study since it is just an easy form of entertainment.
The development of cultural history and popular (and mass) culture studies has led to a gradual reconsideration of film comedy in the sense of including it within the 'serious'
domains of research. We are currently seeing a wide variety of issues tackled in film comedy studies. First of all, it is worth mentioning the anthologies dedicated to comedy, works that deal exhaustively with cinematic comedy produced in various cultural spaces as well as in different time periods. 22 There have also been several studies on slapstick, gag-based comedy. 23 These studies focus mainly on the film comedy made in the silent era. Other significant numbers of studies focus on romantic comedy. 24 The ideological significance of comedy films is also an issue under research. 25 There are also studies dedicated exclusively to film comedy in a socialist state.
26

HUMOUR THROUGH SATIRE: 1948-1953
The discourse dominating the period within 1948-1953 is one in which humour is a weapon to be used against negative attitudes in society, the aftermath of the old regime. The dominant ideas on satirical comedy in this period are the following: the didactic role of humour in society; the rejection of theories which considered conflict to be an irrelevant concept for the new society; the emphasis on the use of satire for ridiculing bourgeois ways of thinking; and the appeal to classical authors, who wrote when Romania was still a monarchy, for illustrating the correct way in which attitudes believed to be negative to society were to be ridiculed. This is the period during which the Romanian communist regime formulates its official discourse on humour. 27 It is seen as a fresh new beginning for a new regime, a time of tumultuous social, political, economic, and cultural changes strongly influenced by the Soviet Union. 28 This context, coupled with the defining quality of humour -ambiguity 29 -makes for a great caution with which this concept is discussed. 30 However, articles which analyse 24 Claire Mortimer, Romantic Comedy (Routledge, London, 2010) ; Leger Grindon, Hollywood Romantic Comedy: Conventions, History and Controversies (Wiley-Blackwell, Oxford, 2011) ; James Harvey, Romantic Comedy in Hollywood: from Lubitsch to Sturges (Da Capo Press, 1998) . 25 Christopher Beach, Class, Language, and American Film Comedy (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2004) .
26 Andrew Horton, Inside Soviet Film Satire: Laughter with a Lash (Cambridge University Press, 1993) . 27 Due to the lack of film comedies in this period, the discourse on humour does not refer to this type of comedy. With the release of the first Romanian socialist comedy films by [1954] [1955] , the discourse on humour becomes more and more concerned with this type of comedy. humour and its role in shaping a new society, as well as the functions and the manifestations it must embody, start to appear in the press. 31 As to the types of humour, the form which is favoured in this period is the satirical comedy, which ridicules human attitudes considered negative to society. The film historian Alekandr Prokhorov argues that satire was also the form of humour privileged by Stalin's cultural revolution during the last years of the 1920s, due to its biting quality of attacking values and attitudes considered unhealthy by the regime.
32
The satirical comedy shaped by the public discourse of this period is a form of criticism and self-criticism, directed towards negative attitudes in society. This form of criticismthrough satire -is performed in a comical manner, humour being the element which is added to the canonical notion of criticism and self-criticism. 33 This notion makes its way into Romanian public discourse from the second half of the 1940s onwards. Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, the Romanian communist leader, explains the role of this 'weapon' in a speech he gives in 1949:
To strengthen the unity of the working class, one must cultivate a sense of criticism and self-criticism; also, we must esteem and cherish the principle of democracy within trade unions and other mass organizations of the working people.
34
In another speech he gives at the beginning of 1953, the Romanian communist leader reiterates the importance of cultivating a critical attitude among working people:
Self-criticism must be practiced on a large scale, giving the proletariat the opportunity to help party members improve their work and see their own shortcomings and errors. Any attempt at subverting criticism and self-criticism, any endeavour to throttle this critical attitude spreading from the working class onwards must be vigorously repelled. second attacks 'class enemies' -thus, negative characters. 56 The distinction between a form of benevolent humour, understood as light criticism directed at petty mistakes in the new society, and a much harsher form targeting the old bourgeoisie, is also to be found in the Soviet Union, and was first made by Anatoly Lunacharsky 57 at the end of the 1920s in the context of Stalin's cultural revolution. 58 Iosifescu also reiterates the idea that humour is not a gratuitous act -if used in such a way, it might erroneously create 'nice' negative characters.
59
Sketchy negative characters are also one of the problems satirical comedy raises, since most of the times negative characters are unrealistic, Iosifescu writes. To avoid such a problem, such characters must be created so as to appear authentic at the beginning, and as the action unfolds, try to hide their own essence as much as possible, so that at the very end their real personality is revealed -hence creating the comical contrast characteristic of satirical comedies. according to the examples provided by our classics, one must create negative types to mirror the decay of old classes, together with their decrepit modes of thinking; these satirical types will help our workers recognize and fight their enemies with greater force.
64
Perhaps the most interesting element in Raicu's article is the inventory of negative satirical types which he argues Romanian art and literature should be creating: the landowner or the capitalist, who no longer holds power; the kulak, 'treacherous and slick, hateful of social changes;' the bureaucrat, 'an enemy to progress;' the intellectual, 'a cosmopolitan and a skeptic, he is a class enemy as well;' the blabber; and the hypocrite, 'immune to criticism which comes from the ground level and society and vengeful towards those who criticize him.'
65
FROM HUMOUR THROUGH SATIRE TO COMEDY ILLUSTRATING POSITIVE CHARACTERS:
1953-1955
Starting with the second half of 1953, one can note a slight change of perspective in the official Romanian discourse on humour -a change which will become significant in the following year. A new form of humour emerges: the optimistic comedy, which illustrates the new society and which is centred on positive heroes, who are portrayed as either fighting against old ways of thinking, or being gently ridiculed for their minor faults. Thus, unlike the previous period, when the aim of comedy was to ridicule negative characters, now positive heroes are the main intent, as they are the forces bringing change to society. Satirical comedy is by no means extinct by that point -the two views on humour co-exist -but in this period the focus in the official discourse is on the form of humour which depicts, in an optimistic fashion, the new society. The official discourse on film comedy is also formulated during this period, as the first Romanian communist comedy films, both feature length and short feature, The fact that this is a transitional period, during which the official discourse on humour moves from asserting the need to illustrate the new to ridiculing negative aspects of society, is confirmed in an article published in Probleme de cinematografie in 1955. The author of this article believes that the main function of humour is to criticize negative aspects in society:
'the most important characteristic of satire is that it doesn't directly proclaim a positive ideal, but indirectly affirms it by negating unwholesome phenomena.' 85 Thus, the idea according to which the role of comedy is to illustrate the new, to represent positive characters and not negative aspects in society is considered to be 'idyllic.'
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Returning to a discussion of screen comedy, the review of Directorul nostru 87 in
Contemporanul criticizes the way satire is used in the film. 88 What is faulty in the use of satire here, the author argues, is that it creates ambiguity, making it difficult for the audience to realize who is being ridiculed and what are the purposes driving each character (negative or positive). 89 Another issue the film raises is that its positive characters are created in a serious and not humorous manner, whilst its negative characters are depicted from a comical point of view. 90 The critic argues that due to these shortcomings, the film fails to provide an 
THE USE OF HUMOUR IN 'OPTIMISTIC COMEDIES' OR 'LIGHT SATIRE': 1956-1965
The official discourse on humour in this period can be described as both more homogeneous and more diversified at the same time. The type of humour advanced by the art and criticism of this period is one which reflects the new society, with its essentially positive figures, in an optimistic and joyful manner. Satire is, once again, part of the story, but not as a way of harshly ridiculing the remains of the old regime, as was the case in [1948] [1949] [1950] [1951] [1952] [1953] . During this period, satirical humour is much more benevolent towards characters which are reasonable at heart, but which might have slightly departed from the right path. Through the early half of the 1960s, the discourse on humour begins to emphasize a new concept, the collective positive character.
From a cultural point of view, this period brought an expansion of artistic forms, especially in cinematography, where the annual production of feature length movies grew significantly. 96 What is even more important for the purpose of this article is, of course, the development of Romanian film comedy. In this respect, one can note the appearance of more and more comedies whose subject is placed in contemporary Romania and whose positive characters are the most important -all of which are portrayed in an optimistic way. 97 In this context, the official discourse on humour of this period is increasingly centred on film comedies. Even more, the discourse will revive the slapstick comedy, a characteristic form of comedy in silent film. bright comedy, which reflects the optimistic environment of the new society, is blended with light satire, which works to rectify slight errors in the conduct of essentially positive (not negative!) characters. Usually, this character is an individualistic young man, who is 'reformed'
by the collective, represented by a female positive individual.
Another common idea of the discourse in this period is the emphasis on humour as an essentially serious phenomenon, 111 even though its aim is to promote optimism and joyfulness. In an article from Contemporanul, published in 1957, Georgeta Horodincă argues that to represent a serious matter comically is not to underplay it -on the contrary, humour has the capacity to reveal new and important aspects of that matter. 112 As to the role of humour, Horodincă also stresses the importance of the positive character in a comedy's narrative. The same ideas are taken over by Vera Călin, who also believes in the serious essence of humour. 113 Călin also makes a distinction between humour and irony -the first aims to provoke a 'kind, benevolent laughter towards a comical character who is essentially The idea of humour as a serious phenomenon, used for specific social purposes and not as a gratuitous ornament, had been a part of the Romanian humour discourse since the 1940s, and was still stressed in this period, thus proving itself to be a lasting notion. In 1959, an article in Contemporanul discussing a radio program on humour reiterates the idea of humour's social responsibility. The radio program has had a 'promising start,' 115 the author argues, but departed from the real problems of Romanian citizens by engaging in a 'petty and hazy kind of humour, whose purpose is merely to stir laughter.' 116 The author argues that the purpose of humour is to be fearless in revealing weaknesses in all areas of society so that they can be rectified; to ridicule regressive attitudes at work and create a general drift of opinion amongst workers in repudiating thieves, hooligans and those who waste common goods with their indifference.
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However, these negative attitudes must be criticized in a 'joyful manner,' 118 using 'witty tunes, kind jokes, light satire and banter.' in Romania the use of peripheral topics in comedies -instead 'film comedies should take on key subjects in society,' he argues. 143 The attitudes of those partaking in this debate makes for a critical discourse on film comedy which fails to comply with both ideology and aesthetic standards. The main critique of the debate is that the positive character -the central figure of optimistic comedy according to the discourse on humour -is insufficiently developed.
Another way of interpreting this criticism is to view it as a reiteration of the main principles of the Romanian official discourse on humour, this time aiming at film comedy, the most popular genre in Romanian cinema from the 1960s onwards.
Towards the middle of the 1960s, film comedy discourse acknowledges once more is not relevant any more, since it doesn't provide an overall view of reality -a collective hero is much more appropriate for giving a more complex picture. Thus, the official discourse on humour turns from emphasizing the individual positive hero to praising the positive collective one.
CONCLUSION
Tracing the development of the official discourse on humour from 1948 to 1965, one can easily note that humour was a serious concern for the Romanian communist regime. In all three stages forming the overall discourse, humour is treated as a significant phenomenon, revealing important aspects of society. The use of humour through satire, a form promoted by the official discourse of 1948-1953, aimed at ridiculing attitudes and beliefs considered to be negative -in other words, remainders of the old regime. By promoting the idea that through humour one can sharply criticize everything considered to be vicious, the official discourse attributes to humour a 'purifying function' in society. However, this perspective changes in [1953] [1954] [1955] , when the idea that humour should also illustrate the positive aspects of society, and not merely ridicule the negative, makes its way into the official discourse. Thus, from the middle of the 1950s to the middle of the 1960s, the optimistic comedy and the benevolent satire are the two main elements of the humour narrative. In this context, the period between 1956 and 1965 sees the development of Romanian film comedy, which advocates a type of humour consonant with the official discourse: the optimistic comedy, built around a central positive character, using a benevolent, kind satire to correct slight mistakes in these heroes. This article has sought to argue that the study of humour can help in the understanding of the history of communism in Romania. Also, through this research, I
wanted to show that humour is an important political, social and cultural phenomenon. Far from being a simple 'harmless' phenomenon, humour has always been subject to multiple constraints: to have an ideological function, to be popular, to be educative, and to contain meaningful ideas for society. 
